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AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation be authorized to meet 
on Thursday, October 9, 1997 at 9:30 
a.m. on the tobacco agreement public 
health analysis. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations be author-
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate on Thursday, October 9, 1997, at 
2:00 p.m. to hold a hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent on behalf of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee Spe-
cial Investigation to meet on Thurs-
day, October 9, at 10:00 a.m. for a hear-
ing on campaign financing issues. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized 
to hold an executive business meeting 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, October 9, 1997, at 10:00 a.m., 
in room 226 of the Senate Dirksen Of-
fice Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC 
POLICY, EXPORT AND TRADE PROMOTION 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on International Economic 
Policy, Export and Trade Promotion be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Thursday, October 9, 
1997, at 9:30 am to hold a hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, HISTORIC 

PRESERVATION, AND RECREATION 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on National Parks, Historic 
Preservation, and Recreation of the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources be granted permission to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, October 9, for purposes of 
conducting a subcommittee hearing 
which is scheduled to begin at 2:00 p.m. 
The purpose of this oversight hearing 
is to receive testimony on the feasi-
bility of using bonding techniques to fi-
nance large-scale capital projects in 
the National Park System. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Com-

mittee on Labor and Human Resources 
Subcommittee on Public Health and 
Safety be authorized to meet for a 
Hearing on NIH Clinical Research dur-
ing the session of the Senate on Thurs-
day, October 9, 1997, at 9:30 a.m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SECURITIES 
Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Securities of the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Thursday, October 9, 1997, to conduct 
an oversight hearing on the financial 
accounting standards board and its 
proposed derivatives accounting stand-
ard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

PROTECTING THIS NATION’S AIR 
∑ Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, late 
last month, the Subcommittee on Man-
ufacturing and Competitiveness held a 
hearing to examine the impact of 
EPA’s new air quality standards on 
American manufacturing, especially 
small manufacturers. 

On July 18 of this year, the Environ-
mental Protection Agency announced 
new air quality standards that call for 
more severe restrictions on ground- 
level ozone and microscopic dust par-
ticles called particulate matter. These 
new standards are the most far-reach-
ing—and potentially the most costly— 
regulatory mandates implemented in 
U.S. history. 

Despite the administration’s having 
promulgated these regulations, I be-
lieve a number of questions remain un-
answered. To begin with, are these 
standards necessary? It seems clear 
that the scientific community is not of 
one mind on the EPA’s new standards. 
Indeed, from the reading I have done it 
seems clear that a substantial amount 
of scientific evidence exists to the ef-
fect that the new rules will have neg-
ligible positive impact whatsoever on 
the public health. Not even the EPA’s 
own Science Advisory Committee could 
conclude that public health would be 
substantially improved by adopting 
new standards more stringent than 
those already in effect. Moreover, Kay 
Jones, President Jimmy Carter’s top 
air quality adviser, says there are seri-
ous flaws in the studies cited by the 
EPA to justify these new regulatory 
mandates. 

Nevertheless, the EPA wants Ameri-
cans to incur substantial costs in im-
plementing their new standards. By the 
EPA’s own estimate, implementing the 
new standards will cost Americans al-
most $50 billion. And that estimate is 
very low if we are to believe some of 
the estimates made by other organiza-
tions. The highly regarded Reason 
Foundation, as an example, has deter-
mined that the costs of the new clean 
air rules should be conservatively 

pegged at $122 billion. If this figure is 
correct, then the economic cost of 
EPA’s new regulations will wipe out 
the entire economic benefit of the tax 
relief that we just enacted for America. 
In my judgment, this would not bode 
well for our Nation’s financial health, 
or for the economic well-being of our 
working families. 

We must also keep in mind that there 
are alternative means by which we can 
save lives. Taking the EPA’s own esti-
mates, the new standards will save the 
equivalent of 1,100 lives, at a cost of 
$2,400,000 per life year saved. Mean-
while, universal influenza vaccination 
would save 7,100,000 equivalent lives at 
a cost of only $140 per life year saved. 
And mammography for women over 50, 
an issue which many Members of this 
Senate have been personally involved 
with, would save 1,500,000 equivalent 
lives at a cost of $810 per life year 
saved. This is according to an article in 
the journal ‘‘Risk Analysis’’ by a group 
of researchers led by Dr. Tengs. These 
discrepancies in lives saved and pro-
grams’ bang for the buck if you will, 
should not be ignored. 

Furthermore, if the Reason Founda-
tion cost estimate is correct, 70,000 
Michiganites could lose their jobs 
under these new regulations. Many of 
those jobs—well-paying, blue-collar 
jobs—would be in my State’s crucial 
manufacturing sector. That is one rea-
son the president of Flint’s United 
Auto Workers Local 599, Arthur 
McGee, testified in opposition to the 
new standards. UAW Local 599 notes 
that workers at the Buick complex in 
that city already are fighting for their 
jobs. 

In a full page advertisement taken 
out in the Wall Street Journal, Local 
599 proclaims that by working care-
fully, quickly, and efficiently, these 
workers have earned for themselves 
and their families a ‘‘healthy way of 
life for their families and their commu-
nity.’’ Good pay, good health care ben-
efits, and safe neighborhoods, all of 
which promote healthy children, would 
be lost if the new EPA standards forced 
plant closings in Flint. After evalu-
ating the new standards and their po-
tential impact, UAW Local 599 has con-
cluded, ‘‘Poverty is more dangerous to 
our children than the current low lev-
els of air pollution.’’ 

However, perhaps most surprising, 
some of the latest studies actually 
show that many more jobs would be 
lost in the service than in the manufac-
turing sector. Dry cleaning establish-
ments, hair salons, and other small 
businesses will not be able to absorb 
the increased costs imposed by these 
regulations. According to Decision 
Focus, leading environmental policy 
consultants, compliance with the new 
ozone and particulate levels will cost 
200,000 jobs nationwide, with the bulk 
of the loss occurring in small service 
and retail businesses. This kind of job 
loss would cause a particular problem 
for this Nation’s larger urban areas. 
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